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REMARKS 

The Examiner has requested a confirmation of the applicants' attorney's oral election 
of Claims 1-7 directed to the product. Accordingly, applicants confirm the election of Claims 
1-7. Applicants propose to file a divisional application containing Claims 8-16 drawn to the 
method of making a splined component as soon as the claims drawn to the product are 
indicated as being allowable. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-6 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Beckman. More specifically, the Examiner stated that Beckman discloses a splined 
component for transmitting torque comprising a main body having a longitudinal axis and a 
plurality of spaced apart splines extending from said body and being generally parallel to the 
axis of said body, said splines having a small cross-section raised portion extending away 
from said splines. 

Claim 1 of the application reads as follows: 

A splined component for transmitting torque comprising: a 
main body having a longitudinal axis; and a plurality of spaced apart 
splines extending from said body and being generally parallel to the 
axis of said body, said splines having a small cross-section raised 
portion extending away from said splines. 

Clearly, applicants' invention includes a splined component wherein the spines have a 
raised portion extending away from the splines. The raised portions are clearly illustrated in 
Figs. 5, 6 and 7. The raised portions are formed integrally of the spline material. 

A careful examination of the Beckman patent discloses that the protuberances of the 
structure are not portions of the splines, but rather are adhesively secured to the surface of the 
splines (See, for example, the paragraph commencing on line 22 of column 3). 

The structure illustrated and described in the Beckman reference, therefore, does not 
anticipate, applicants' as claimed in Claims 1-6. Should the Examiner deem that additional 
language is necessary in applicants' claims, applicants' attorney will certainly discuss any 
proposals. However, it is submitted that the Claims 1-6 of record properly define applicants' 
invention and clearly distinguish the same over the Beckman reference. 
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Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the 
rejection under Section 102(b). 

The Examiner rejected Claim 7 as being unpatentable over Beckman in view of 
Mangas. Since Claim 7 contains all of the limitations of Claim 1 as discussed above, it is 
submitted that the proposed combination of references fails to teach of remotely suggest the 
formation of a raised portion on the splines of a splined component as claimed. 

Accordingly, the Examiner is requested to reconsider and withdraw the 103 rejection 
of Claim 7. 

Since Claims 1-7 of the application appears to be in condition for allowance, an early 
notice thereof is respectfully solicited. At that time, applicants will cancel the claims drawn 
to the method. 



